it also means making ourselves. The idea that the world is created by people in history, both consciously and through cumulative unintended effects, represents the bulwark of the modern secular social sciences. From this foundation, scholars have argued that fundamental features of our world that we often take to be natural, from race and gender to politics and the economy, are actually products of human making. This is the basis for the twined concepts of social construction and human agency.
Rarely, however, do we focus on construction not as a metaphor but as a concrete human activity. While the terms social construction and human agency both point toward the study of creative activity, they tend to operate at a level of abstraction that seldom contains analysis of how things are actually created, including the conditions of creation as well as the products that come out of it.
This special issue of Public Culture is based on a collective research project, the Poiesis Fellowship, which aims to shed light on human creativity. 1 In the pages that follow, an international and interdisciplinary group of scholars -from a physicist based in Munich to a journalist based in Bombay to a filmmaker based in New York -examine creativity not just as an idea but as a concrete practice, as something we do, and as something we do not simply in special circumstances but in our everyday lives. Our focus is on the city, as both a context for creative action and a product of that creative action.
Our decision to focus on cities is a strategic one. As the centers of contemporary economic power and influence, cities are now home to more than half of humanity. They are sites of global connections and interactions across basic lines of cultural and social difference. They reveal new forms of cooperation but also new conflicts. And perhaps what is most significant in these laboratories of the contemporary world is that they can reveal the process of making in all its nuances.
The first claim the collection of essays in this issue seeks to promote is that behind the reified term city lies human activity. By this we mean first and foremost that a city is much more than an agglomeration of buildings or a certain population density within a geographic space. These are certainly characteristics of cities, but such formal indicators do not capture the spate of human activity that takes place within the space and which constitutes it.
What does this activity look like, and who undertakes it? Poiesis is a democratic and empowering idea, recognizing the potential to enact change. And yet while scholars acknowledge the human capacity for creation, they tend to reduce that capacity to a limited and unique group of people, defined by their special capabilities that, rather than rendering creation an everyday act, render it unique and beyond the capacity of most people; the "creative class," as it has been labeled, is a rarified set of actors engaged in artistic production of culture (Florida 2002) .
In contrast to this approach, we seek to show the ways in which the city is made by everyday people, contending with everyday problems and everyday restrictions. In "The Field of Struggle, the Office, and the Apartment: Protest and Aspiration in a Mumbai Slum," Michael McQuarrie, Naresh Fernandes, and Cassim Shepard take us to the slums of Mumbai to show how residents aim to remake their community under their own terms, at the same time as the Indian state attempts to remake it under its terms. The formal and informal clash and cooperate in producing a new urban form, and we see not just that cities are being made and remade daily but that the agents involved in the process are a diverse group who break the distinction between "experts" and "laypeople."
There is a tendency to view the making of cities as the capacity of the powerful. And there is certainly truth to this. Those with resources can influence the world in ways that others cannot. But that they can be creative is not so certain. Poetic activity requires resources that are not merely financial or technical but moral and cognitive. And moreover, as Saskia Sassen argues in her essay "Does the City Have Speech?," it is precisely in the environment of the city that power dynamics can be overturned, providing the enabling conditions for the powerless to attain a voice and make a history in ways denied to them in other, less urban, contexts.
A related claim concerns the role of urban planning in making cities. As many of the authors in this issue argue, while we often think of city officials and urban planners as those who make cities, such a restrictive perspective overlooks the role of informal actions and informal actors. As many of the essays in this issue show, the city is made from the bottom up as much as, if not more than, it is from the top down. And as Ricky Burdett argues in his essay "Designing Urban Democracy: Mapping Scales of Urban Identity," to have healthy democratic cities demands recognizing the role of informal actors and producing design schemes that support them and offer them the conditions to engage in their creative activities.
What, then, are the conditions that support creative activity? Our contention is that creative action thrives in contexts that have a combination of regulation and deregulation, that is, contexts that contain rules but whose rules are flexible enough to enable action and not restrict it, indeed, that contain rules aimed at maintaining flexibility. We see this flexibility, this combination of formality and informality, this messiness, as an important part of what defines the city and makes it a creative space. Here design can be at once enabling and disabling. In their essay "Test-Bed Urbanism," Orit Halpern, Jesse LeCavalier, Nerea Calvillo, and Wolfgang Pietsch examine the remarkable project undertaken in Songdo, South Korea, to build, literally from the ground up, a "smart city." It is a project that often reads like pages out of a fantasy novel, in which machines lead the way to a future utopia, where the capacity for bandwidth becomes the primary concern. But what kinds of cities are these? What imagination sustains them? And what kinds of interactions do they support?
We make our worlds, but our worlds also make us. An important task the authors of this issue have set for themselves is to understand how creative activity is both enabled and constrained by the conditions in which it takes place. This means understanding that the things we make, as well as the things previously made for us, exert an impact on us. As Hannah Arendt says, "The things that owe their existence exclusively to men nevertheless constantly condition their human makers" (1958: 9). Many of the essays in this issue approach this relationship between the makers and the made through the lens of infrastructure. And they do so in three key dimensions: the empirical, the theoretical, and the normative.
With regard to the empirical, we have been pursuing the analysis of infrastructure in the context of concrete examples involving specific cities. Such an empirical focus serves several purposes. First, it promotes knowledge that is grounded with reference to actual infrastructures and thus offers us a chance to learn about specific cities; second, it communicates that even theorizing infrastructure requires us to take particularities of context into account; and third, it emphasizes that we need to work on understanding social problems by drawing connections between local context and larger social structures.
When we speak about infrastructure, we speak about all the various infrastruc-tures that make possible ways of life, social practices, and urban culture. While this includes infrastructure as a matter of material technology -the most common usage -it also includes other sorts of infrastructure like legal arrangements, cultural conventions, financial systems, and language. Urban life is made possible, and shaped, by both material infrastructure -such as roads or waste disposal systems -and such cultural infrastructures -like various features of corporate law or tax authorities. All sorts of infrastructure, whatever initial purposes they are designed to address, shape broader social, political, economic, and environmental relations. Theoretically, then, many of the essays in this issue seek to push the study of infrastructure to a new conceptual level by asking about the connections between physical, cultural, and political infrastructure and the impact of each on social life more generally.
Infrastructures generate and are generated by social practices. One of the recurring themes in this issue is how everyday people undertake actions that reuse and repurpose infrastructures, thereby redefining their very function. For example, in his photo essay, Clapperton Chakanetsa Mavhunga shows how a road, meant to simply connect two points, is transformed into a marketplace; how a bicycle is used in innovative ways to maneuver on this road, to transport not people but goods; and how the very definition of what a bicycle is undergoes transformation. In such ways infrastructures get connected to one another: the road, the bicycle, the goods being sold. And each is remade in relation to the others. Tracing the ways in which infrastructures get remade and repurposed entails adding a temporal component to infrastructures which are often falsely comprehended as static and permanent features of our world. For instance, in his essay on the militarization of the United States-Mexico border, Harel Shapira shows that the border is an ongoing project that transforms the political identities of local residents in the course of its own transformations.
Infrastructure both enables and constrains, from the flow of traffic to the distribution of social goods. From this perspective, improving infrastructure is not just about solving a technical problem but is also about how to produce a better society. We consider both technical improvements in infrastructure and values implicit in ways infrastructure shapes social life. To achieve this thinking, we explore how the choices made with regard to infrastructure -which infrastructure to build and how to build it -have normative dimensions. Infrastructure profoundly influences social, political, and economic relations. While infrastructure systems may appear as apolitical, and their normative underpinnings may be hidden or not clearly communicated, they express ideas about what kind of society one wants to build, who deserves what, and what kind of social relations ought to be promoted.
Consequentially, infrastructure choices are ethical choices, and we have sought to excavate and evaluate the normative dimensions of these choices. In the process, we hope to make clear that what kind of infrastructure we want to build is a question about what kind of society we want to build.
The normative dimension of city making is an important one for us. Our ambition has been to approach cities not at a distance, not merely through theoretical reflection, but through proactive engagement in which we constantly bear in mind the question of not only how our world is made but how it should and could be remade. While each of the essays in this issue articulates a moral vision for the urban future, a number of authors have written short manifesto-type pieces that outline these moral visions in particularly pronounced ways. Some of these manifestos, such as Ash Amin's "The Urban Condition: A Challenge to Social Science" or Cassim Shepard's "Montage Urbanism: Essence, Fragment, Increment," express methodological and analytic claims about how to go about studying cities. Others, such as Wolfgang Pietsch's "Data and Control -a Digital Manifesto" or Gerald Frug's "Democracy's Future: What's Left?," make claims about the governing of cities.
In 1938 the Chicago sociologist Louis Wirth famously described "urbanism as a way of life" (1938) . Attempting to provide some analytic clarity to what the city was, Wirth turned to the way of life that it promotes. Echoing the diagnosis of Georg Simmel (1950 Simmel ( [1903 ), for Wirth, the way of life that the city promotes involves superficial relationships, fractured communities, and irrational behaviors in which the senses overwhelm the mind. Both Wirth and Simmel overstate their case and provide a portrait of the city that overlooks the meaningful bonds and communities that it has produced. Indeed, as Monika Krause argues in her essay "The Ruralization of the World," Wirth, Simmel, and the inherited tradition of focusing the urban as the primary site of progress and change has been built around a restrictive distinction between the urban and the rural, overlooking the ways in which spatial formations and the social relations they contain overlap and intermingle. But in their laments and fears, Wirth and Simmel touch upon something important: the importance of understanding the city as an environment defined by a dynamism that is connected to ways of doing things and being in the world. Building on Wirth's ideas, we think of urbanism not merely as a spatial formation but as a way of doing things, specifically, as a way of analyzing the world: "urbanism as a way of research."
It is a way of research that is based on an interdisciplinary perspective in which we transcend existing academic disciplines or fields of professional and artistic practice. And unlike Wirth's diagnosis, when we speak of urbanism as a way of research, we speak of research grounded in relationships, not expressive of their dissolution. In such ways, the essays in this issue grew out of collaborations between artists and engineers, architects and physicists, sociologists and journalists. This diversity is also expressed in the range of case studies covered in this issue; at times you will be taken to the shantytowns of Mozambique, at others to corporate offices in South Korea. And in each journey, we offer a window into how our world is made and might possibly be made differently.
